John Marston how could you do this to us? We are metafucked Chris McCabe, "The Malcontent," Speculatrix (2014) Al most sixty years after Lionel Abel coined the term in 1960, "metatheatre" remains a stock concept for researchers, teachers, and practitioners of drama produced in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, and yet relatively little work has been done to theorize and historicize the forms and functions of early modern metatheatre since the 1980s. In order to re-assess the place of metatheatre in early modern drama studies, this special issue brings together six articles and a review essay. In the introduction that follows, we offer a critique of the field since its inception, argue for its relevance to recent scholarly developments, and explain how the special issue intervenes through work that engages with diverse but complementary theories and materials. The introduction finishes with summaries of the individual contributions, which collectively focus on performance (in various media), share concerns with audience, space, materiality and text, and build on important developments in scholarship since the work of Abel and his followers. Broadly speaking, these developments include performance and rehearsal theory (Purcell, Shaughnessy), gender studies and historical reconstruction (Escolme),
For the most part, those writing on metatheatre have focused exclusively on the Shakespearean canon. Anne Righter's Shakespeare and the Idea of the Play does not use the term "metatheatre" (it was published a year before Abel's work), but has proved influential on later critics who do. Righter charts the medieval and classical history of features of Shakespeare's plays we might retrospectively call metatheatrical: metaphors of playing and acting, shadows and dreams, and the use of disguise. In arguments echoed in later work, Righter analyses such moments in order to make claims about Shakespeare's attitude to the stage; she suggests his initial optimism gives way to cynicism and disillusion. Similarly, Alvin B. Kernan reads Shakespearean metadrama as a defence, albeit tentative and at times doubt-ridden, of playing and playwriting. Conversely Robert Egan, writing on King Lear, The Winter's Tale and The Tempest, asserts that the "ultimate scrutiny of the powers of his art" reveals Shakespeare's "vigorous confidence in the ability of that art to withstand such an ordeal" (14) . Sidney Homan's analysis of several plays from the canon lead him to conclude that Shakespeare had a "divided attitude toward the artist and his craft" (23), some plays offering "extraordinary celebrations of art and, at the same time, serious questionings of the relation between art and life, between the worlds off-and onstage" (23) (24) .
Aside from Shakespeare's attitude to his craft, there are some important reflections of metatheatre in this body of work. Righter's discussion of classical and medieval theatre provide historical context to Shakespeare's self-reflexivity (15-78); Egan examines the interaction between fictional and real-world audiences in The Winter ; and Homan analyses characterization through the metaphor of the playwright-director (104-51). Nevertheless, overall, these studies were written before challenges from different theoretical approaches, and Shakespeare-the-Author proves a limiting presence to a broader discussion of the meaning and effect of metatheatre in the early modern period: there is little sense of other playwrights' work from the period or the involvement and responses of other agents involved in theater. Subsequent studies offer some developments, though, notably, Shakespeare remains the focus.
Alongside Abel, James L. Calderwood is cited frequently in discussions of metatheatre because of his contributions to the field: Shakespearean Metadrama (1971) was followed by Metadrama in Shakespeare's Henriad (1979) and To Be and Not To Be: Negation and Metadrama in Hamlet (1983) . Calderwood offers an incredibly broad definition of metadrama, declaring that "Not just the 'idea of the play'," referencing Righter's work, "but dramatic art itself-its media of language and theater, its generic forms and conventions, its relationship to truth and the social order-is a dominant Shakespearean theme" (Calderwood, Shakespearean, 5) . Hence, he moves away from Abel's "metatheatre" term which, for Calderwood, in defining "a genre" of play that blurs "self-contained art and life" (Calderwood, Shakespearean, 4) , is too narrow for his purposes. In Calderwood's terms, "all that enters a play-language, actions, historical events, actors, stage properties, etc" have a "curious ambiguity" that might trouble the boundary between illusion and reality (Calderwood, Shakespearean, 12 ). Calderwood's approach enables his analysis of the "fall and partial recovery of speech" as a "metadramatic mainplot" (Calderwood, Henriad, 7) of Shakespeare's Henriad; and, drawing on post-structuralist and deconstructionist theory, "notions about presence and absence, negation, erasure, juncture, the synchronic and the diachronic, the concrete universal, and so forth" in Hamlet (Calderwood, Hamlet, 189) .
In Calderwood's reading, Shakespeare's metadrama concerns language and identity, and the failure of signs and signifiers. Similarly, Judd D. Hubert focuses on "linguistic signs that, in addition to communicating developments in plot and characterization, explicitly or implicitly designate the art of stagecraft and entertainment." Such signs, he suggests, "serve a metaphorical purpose insofar as they transfer or transport elements involving content to performative schemes ascribable to the medium" (1). Hubert's work traces the tense interaction between mimesis and performance, between content and medium, in Shakespeare's plays. For Hubert, Shakespeare's language has both mimetic and performative values that are often at odds with one another, and language's performative nature constitutes a discussion of the "problematics and aesthetics of theatricality" (4).
Like Calderwood, then, Hubert draws on "deconstructionist strategies" (3) to examine metatheatrical language, pointing out the contradictions and tensions in theatrical representation with which Shakespeare's plays engage. Richard Hornby's Drama, Metadrama, and Perception also seeks to examine the nature of theatrical representation through, among other theories, deconstructionism. Hornby challenges the opposition between theater and "real" life upon which some metatheatrical criticism is based. Instead, he suggests, drama does not reflect life, does not mirror it in a passive way, but rather should be viewed as "operating on it on a complex manner" (17); drama relates to other plays, to other art forms, and to culture. Metadrama, therefore, consists of moments where plays examine how drama functions, but also its interactions with itself, other art forms and culture more generally. Like Abel's, Hornby's project is broad as he looks at metadrama across the dramatic Western canon. Yet, unlike Abel, he does not claim that metadrama is its own unique genre, progressively developing across history. Rather, Hornby identifies metadramatic strategies (the play within the play, the ceremony within the play, role playing, literary and real-life references and theatrical self-reference) found in plays from Sophocles, Büchner, Strindberg, Ibsen, Pinter and, of course, Shakespeare.
New Theories, Methodologies and Materials
Following the wave of criticism on metatheatre in the 1970s and 1980s, once-fresh terms such as "metatheatre," "metadrama," "reflexivity," "selfreferentiality," and "the play-within-a-play" have become common currency in early modern drama studies, and are too often used with a lack of self-consciousness. The "meta-" prefix, which has also enabled us to speak of "metalanguage," "metanarrative," "metahistory," and "metatheory," has proved something of a mixed blessing for critics and practitioners working in the wake of deconstructionism and the postmodern movement, when self-reflexivity gained considerable cultural capital.
1 Sometimes the impulse to identify something as "meta-" says more about our own critical and cultural inheritance than about early modern theater. And yet, in the right context, the prefix can still cut to the heart of what is strange and powerful about the reflexive qualities of early modern drama as watched or read in the twenty-first century. "John Marston / how could you do this to us?" says Duke Altofront in a 2014 poem by Chris McCabe (the epigraph for our introduction) which disturbingly merges the worlds of The Malcontent, early seventeenth-century Blackfriars, and modern London: "we are metafucked."
As Purcell and Leonard show in this issue, the undoubted usefulness of "metatheatre" as a word and a concept can be undercut by its semantic flexibility and ambiguity. Fixed definitions of terms across a field are counter-productive, but sensitivity to critical lexicons is crucial. Should, for example, we use "metatheatre" and "metadrama" interchangeably (see Leonard and Newman in this issue)? How does "metatheatre" relate to more recent coinages such as "the postdramatic" (Shaughnessy), or to early modern terms like "matter" (Davies)? And what are the advantages of augmenting or replacing the lexicon of "metatheatre" with new terms such as "meta-locus" and "meta-platea" (Leonard), "matter-theatre" (Davies), and "metatheatrical intimacy" (Escolme)? Such questions are important to the future of metatheatre as a critical field.
Much of the recent work on metatheatre indicates that the field is rich and relevant, although there is still clearly more work to be done. Transhistorical and transcultural studies have productively explored ways in which metatheatre of early modern English drama can be compared with that of modern and postmodern (or "neobaroque") drama, and with non-English drama of various periods (see Witt; Jernigan; and Fischer and Greiner) . "Metatheatre" and "metapoetics" are now regularly applied to the canons of ancient playwrights such as Sophocles, Euripides, Plautus and Aristophanes (e.g. Ringer; Torrance; Slater, Plautus and Spectator Politics), generally following the Shakespeare-centric models of Abel and Calderwood, so much so that there have been objections to metatheatre "overload" in Classical Studies (Rosenmeyer) .
2 It is problematic, however, that in such studies (transhistorical, transcultural and Classical) early modern English drama continues to be represented primarily by just a handful of canonical Shakespearean plays, and especially Hamlet, not least because a play such as Kyd's The Spanish Tragedy is a more convincing forerunner of early modern metatheatrical modes, techniques, and structures (see Semenza) .
This issue makes no claim that metatheatre in English drama begins (or ends) in the early modern period: plays like Henry Medwall's Fulgens and Lucres (composed c.1490s) make a mockery of such an idea (see Wright) .
3 However, in focusing on drama from the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, the work below is sensitive to the idea that metatheatre of this period was qualitatively distinct; Purcell, for example, distinguishes early modern theater from the "realist" and "naturalist" theater of Ibsen and Chekhov in the late nineteenth century. And yet the issue also shows early modern metatheatre to be significantly diverse in character. In fact, given that the contributors investigate a variety of dramatists and genres, consider different acting companies and performance spaces, and even work with different definitions of metatheatre, the issue might collectively be said to address the topic of "early modern metatheatres". As Leonard observes, "all 'metatheatre' is not created equal."
Early modern drama, crucially, is not exclusively Shakespearean drama. Hornby's contention in the 1980s that "[g]reat playwrights tend to be more consciously metadramatic than ordinary ones" (32) Shakespeare and Jonson (2016) are welcome exceptions, and Rochester's book is particularly refreshing in its consideration of "the development of a self-consciously aesthetic approach to drama in the Caroline audience" (4). Like Angus and Rochester, several of our contributors consider early modern drama outside of the Shakespeare canon, and take the opportunity to reframe "Shakespearean" metatheatre in relation to plays by Beaumont, Middleton, and Massinger.
Playwrights, however, are not the sole agents of metatheatre, a phenomenon which-like early modern drama more generally-is increasingly being recognized as a collaborative strategy, experience, or effect. Actors, audiences, prompters, and-in modern theater-directors and stage designers all have the potential to contribute to the self-consciousness of a performed play, or to display self-consciousness themselves. As Escolme shows in her contribution to this issue, modern audiences can participate in the production of "metatheatrical intimacy," a phenomenon facilitated in part by the architecture and lighting of "private" performance spaces. For Newman, early modern stationers and readers contributed to the self-reflexive qualities of drama in another kind of performance space, the "paper stage" of the printed playbook. Metatheatrical moments are not always scripted by playwrights, nor are they always entirely intentional or desirable, as Shaughnessy shows in an article that analyzes the theatrical effects of disruption during an autism-friendly "relaxed performance" of A Midsummer Night's Dream.
To analyze "metatheatrical moments," as several contributors to this issue compellingly do, perhaps suggests that metatheatre is temporally circumscribed, part of a play's structural punctuation rather than a generic or pervasive phenomenon. Davies's article, however, proposes the theory of "matter-theatre," demonstrating in a reading of Cymbeline the extent to which metatheatre can be woven into the very fabric or "matter" of a play, acting as a joining force and working at the level of narrative, verse, and dramaturgy. Re-theorizing metatheatre, or reassessing it in relation to new critical concepts, is an important part of advancing a field that can feel inhibited by its ties to early theoretical work of the 1960s and 1970s, a time before the rise of performance criticism, new historicism, genre theory and intertextuality, psychoanalytic criticism, and feminist criticism and gender theory. 4 More recently, material culture studies, the history of emotions, and new character criticism have also made significant contributions to our understanding of early modern metatheatre.
5 Most often, however, metatheatre is a means to another end: Abel, Righter and Calderwood continue to dominate because studies focused exclusively on metatheatre are now relatively rare. It is telling that in Henry S. Turner's excellent edited collection on Early Modern Theatricality (2013), which presents cutting-edge essays that "identify a cluster of mimetic and symbolic techniques: the objects, bodies, conventions, signs, and collective habits of apprehending performance that 'theatricality' conveniently designates" (Turner, "Generalization", 3) , "metatheatricality" is absent as a general topic, and is referenced only sporadically in discussions. 6 It may be that metatheatre as delineated by Abel, Righter and Calderwood has become an absent-present concept in a field where early modern theater is seen as intrinsically self-reflexive, always concerned in some way with "the idea of the play." Yet, as this issue shows, theoretically fresh research demonstrates that metatheatre is crucial to the cognitive process highlighted by Turner when defining theatricality-"apprehending performance."
The need to challenge or modify the work of Abel and other early theorists of metatheatre, especially their preoccupation with "dramatic enactments of the theatrum mundi metaphor," has been strongly advocated by Jenn Stephenson ("Spatial Ambiguity", 27). Stephenson has translated, applied, and extended the work of Polish theater scholar Sławomir Ś wiontek on dramatic dialogue's "meta-enunciative" properties, presenting a phenomenological model in which metatheatre is the revelation of the ontological "duality" of not just speech, but also objects, costumes, bodies, gestures and space, when they are perceived by the audience as being fictional and actual at the same time.
7 Like Stephenson, contributors to this issue interrogate old theoretical paradigms and formulate or apply new ones in order to extend our understanding of what metatheatre is and what it does in early modern drama. Concerned with the playfulness and delight of metatheatre, Purcell uses Arthur Koestler's concept of bisociation to challenge "the tendency to see early modern theatrical selfconsciousness as a form of proto-Brechtian alienation" (19). Escolme's concept of "metatheatrical intimacy" similarly problematizes the idea that metatheatre creates a sense of disruption, distance or estrangement; and Price addresses the possibility that absorption and detachment are not necessarily mutually exclusive pleasures for modern audiences. In the other articles, Shaughnessy explores the relevance of Hans-Thies Lehmann's idea of the "irruption of the real" to the metatheatricality of rehearsing Shakespeare, Newman applies Gérard Genette's theory of paratext as a transitional zone between the world-of-the-text and the world-beyond-the-text, and Leonard modifies Robert Weimann's theory of locus and platea, coining "meta-locus" and "meta-platea." Advancing the field of early modern metatheatre, this issue recognizes, is in large part a theoretical endeavor.
Much of the work here also builds on the discovery of new evidence, and the emergence of new performance-based methodologies. In their shared interest in performance on the stage and page, the contributors take advantage of recent advances in theater history and book history, and in the development of performance-led research and practice-as-research. 8 Newman builds on recent criticism focused on the stage-page relationship as he analyses the self-reflexivity of early modern readers' performative engagement with printed drama. Purcell, Shaughnessy, Escolme and Price are all concerned with what modern performance can tell us about early modern metatheatre, and address examples of recent productions of early modern plays. Escolme and Price, notably, both consider specific companies, theaters and sites of modern theatrical culture in relation to evidence of early modern theater. Significantly, Price's discussion of the "modernized" 2013 RSC production of Middleton's Mad World is relevant to Escolme's focus on the 2015/16 season of Shakespeare's late plays at the "reconstructed" Sam Wanamaker Playhouse, particularly with respect to Price's notion of metatheatrical interpolations: like theaters, texts are reconstructed for modern performance in ways that prompt reflection on the movement of early modern drama across time and space.
The Articles
In the opening article, "Are Shakespeare's plays always metatheatrical?," Stephen Purcell explores a question crucial to the issue as a whole. He proposes that metatheatre is best defined as any drama whose stage figures "are aware of their own theatricality" (Abel, Tragedy and Metatheatre, 135) , a model incompatible with a self-contained naturalistic world. Challenging the traditional view that theatrical self-consciousness leads to audience detachment and even unease (what Brecht called the "alienation effect"), Purcell emphasizes the pleasure of metatheatre, using Arthur Koestler's concept of bisociation to think about the delight produced by "universes of discourse colliding, frames getting entangled, or contexts getting confused" (Koestler, 40) .
Purcell's concern with the way metatheatre playfully approaches and defers a "breaking point at which the fiction will collapse into nonsense" (30) gestures towards Hans-Thies Lehmann's concept of "postdramatic theatre," which is central to the following article by Robert Shaughnessy, "As If." Shaughnessy considers what Stanislavsky identified as one of acting's most fundamental mechanisms (as if) in terms of its ramifications for the contemporary performance of Shakespeare, in which the playwright is rehearsed and performed as if it were something other than "Shakespeare." His starting point is an autism-friendly "relaxed performance" of A Midsummer Night's Dream, in which the disruptions of the mechanicals' play became more disconcertingly "real" than the actors involved were comfortable with. Using Lehmann's idea of the "irruption of the real" ("the unsettling that occurs through the undecidability of whether one is dealing with reality or fiction" (101)), Shaughnessy suggests that this phenomenon is (as W. B. Worthen has demonstrated) as much a characteristic of the dramatic as the postdramatic, and that one place where it may be productively investigated is in rehearsal.
While Purcell re-assesses metatheatre in light of Koestler concept of bisociation and Shaughnessy uses Lehmann's idea of the "irruption of the real," Nathaniel C. Leonard modifies and applies Robert Weimann's influential work on locus and platea in his article "All 'Metatheatre' is Not Created Equal." Coining "meta-locus" and "meta-platea," Leonard expands Weimann's spectrum of dramatic representation in order to analyze how Beaumont's The Knight of the Burning Pestle and Shakespeare's A Midsummer Night's Dream use comparable metatheatrical strategies in order to achieve different dramaturgical aims, manipulating genre to different ends. He argues that whereas Knight demonstrates how the duelling generic logics of its inset plays-a city comedy and a chivalric romance-compete for dominance within the frame of the staged audience, Midsummer uses the voyeurism of Oberon and Puck and the staging of Pyramus and Thisbe to navigate the representational hierarchy and question genre's relationship to plot.
In contrast to the first three articles, Callan Davies's "Matter-theatre: Conspicuous Construction in Cymbeline" turns from modern to early modern terminology, focusing on "matter" as a multivalent word and capacious concept of the period, with important resonances in theatrical culture as well as rhetoric, law, philosophy, anatomy and technology. Davies offers a rhetorical reading of Cymbeline, paying particular attention to the conspicuous verbal and visual "matter" of the play's peculiar "late style" and of its elaborate stagecraft. In Shakespeare's romance, Davies argues, theatrical recognition and self-awareness work both theoretically-through early modern understandings of "matter"-and at the level of narrative, verse and dramaturgy.
Materiality is also a central concern in Harry Newman's "Reading Metatheatre," which explores the idea that early modern metatheatre was inflected and even generated by the materiality of the text. Focus-ing on "paratexts," including character lists, errata lists, and manuscript marginalia, Newman investigates implied and actual readers' responses to the self-reflexive qualities of printed playbooks. He argues that playbooks prompted "performative" reading practices through which readers actively reflected on the relationship between the real-and play-worlds, and enacted their own roles in the production of metatheatre. While Purcell proposes that metatheatre is only possible in theatrical performance, Newman contends certain forms of metatheatre are accessible through-and sometimes even dependent on-the inter-play between different agents of meaning-making (dramatists, stationers and readers) on the "paper stage" of the printed book.
Moving away from the "paper stage," our final contributors focus on metatheatre on stages of twenty-first century performance spaces. In "Public Eye and Private Place: Intimacy and Metatheatre in Pericles and The Tempest," Bridget Escolme explores the metatheatricality of performances in the Sam Wanamaker Playhouse (SWP) 2015/16 season of Shakespeare's "Late Plays" or "Romances." Focusing on Pericles and The Tempest in particular, Escolme uses these productions to examine early modern and current concepts of public and private, intimacy and exposure, particularly as they pertain to female identity and women's sexuality. She argues that an inherently metatheatrical performance space like the SWP, in which actors are closely surrounded by an audience in shared lighting, foregrounds a sense of showing and exposing the self, and that this sense becomes particularly acute when it comes to female figures, for whom modesty, chastity, and ambivalent relationships to public exposure are so culturally significant. Thus, for Escolme, analyzing metatheatre offers a way to think about sexuality, intimacy and audience ethics.
Like Escolme, Eoin Price also uses staged metatheatrical moments as a provocative starting point for a discussion of modern performance practices. In "Modernizing Metatheatre in the RSC's A Mad World My Masters," Price reviews Sean Foley's production of Thomas Middleton's 1605 city comedy, which opened at the RSC's Swan Theatre in Stratfordupon-Avon in 2013 ahead of a national tour which finished two years later at the Barbican, in London. The production transferred the action from early seventeenth-century London to Soho in 1956. In doing so, it chose to keep some of the specific, topical references to Jacobean theater companies, but also used a number of modern, metatheatrical interpolations. Price reflects on this modernization as a kind of metatheatre, as well as examining the production's explicitly metatheatrical interpolations. In doing so he explores engaging questions about the modern treatment of Middleton in comparison to Shakespeare, anxieties around Middleton's language, and the audience's response to the hybrid early modern and modern metatheatre which the production offered.
Metatheatre as a concept, as a reading and performance practice, both in the early modern and modern periods, is ripe for re-evaluation. It offers a site for the re-examination of some well-worn questions in our field, and for new lines of enquiry. We hope that what follows offers a starting point for future discussions.
Notes 1 See Puchner's introduction to Abel's Tragedy and Metatheatre, where he suggests that from the mid-twentieth century onward "meta was in the air and was used specifically to make sense of the arts of modernism" (3). Witt characterizes this period as "a metamodernist moment" and a "prelude to postmodernism" (1). On the relationship between early modern metatheatre and postmodernism, see Stephenson, "Spatial Ambiguity," and Angus, "Metadrama." Angus argues that by calling "authorship, authority, and authorization" into question, "Renaissance metadrama both prefigures and informs postmodern literary and cultural paradigms" (53). What we are suggesting is essentially the opposite: the language and theoretical priorities of postmodernism continue to dominate and influence scholarship on early modern metatheatre in a way that shapes perceptions of it. 2 Boyle argues that the metatheatricality of early modern English and French drama is largely indebted to . 3 On metatheatre in medieval drama, also see Fitzhenry on the N-Town plays (1468), and Normington 119-25 on Mankind (1465-70). 4 Examples of performance criticism largely concerned with metatheatre include Rothwell, Dawson, and Hartley. New historicist approaches to metatheatre are exemplified by Montrose, and Greenblatt, whose work-as Yachnin and Selkirk observe-marks a general shift away from a thematic or formalist concern with Shakespeare's "self-reflexive art" and towards the idea that "Shakespearean metadrama [is] capable of changing the situation of the theater in its social setting by legitimating the practices and languages of playing" (141). An important theoretical essay on the relationship between metatheatre and intertextuality is Schmeling, which ranges across historical periods, but ways in which the two concepts converge in early modern drama are addressed by-amongst others-Butler, Clare, and Charnes. It is significant that critics now regularly focus on metatheatrical qualities in order to define specific genres, and especially during discussions of generic hybridity: see Pollard 68-70 on revenge tragedy, Rochester 4-5, and Clare 249 on tragi-comedy, and Hillman on Shakespeare's "problem plays." Skura takes a largely psychoanalytic approach to metatheatre in Shakespeare the Actor. Regarding feminist criticism and gender theory, Power addresses metatheatre as she draws on Judith Butler's gender performativity theory. Also see Solga and Shapiro. 5 The most relevant work on material culture in early modern drama studies concerns props and the materiality of performance. In Staged Properties, Harris and Korda explicitly challenge the "dematerializing tendency" of Calderwood's work on metadrama in order to introduce their edited collection's focus on early modern props' "social dramas of economic production, exchange, and ownership" (13-15). The relevance of the history of emotions to the field of metatheatre is well exemplified by Hobgood, who focuses on "meta-performative devices that help us to begin to piece together how drama, feeling, and audience might have encountered one another in early modern theater" (32). For examples of new character criticism that address metatheatre, see Yachnin and Selkirk, and Newman. 6 One exception is West's chapter on "Intertheatricality." West addresses metatheatre in order to distinguish it from his theory of intertheatricality, which he presents as more dynamic and less hierarchical: "Metatheatre, we might say, presumes an idea of the play; intertheatre, concerns the practical act of playing. … As its name implies, metatheatre suggests a hierarchical framing, so that the point from which we look … comes after theatre itself. What is viewed metatheatrically is treated as inset or embedded …. Intertheatre, instead, makes specific horizontal connections among performances without privileging one over another … sketch[ing] not a hierarchy of levels but a decentred network of intersections among different scenes and different stages" (160-61). In another chapter of the same collection, Kottman prefers the terms "self-reflexivity" and "self-referential theatricality" to "metatheatre" in his discussion of Shakespeare in relation to Hegel's "philosophical dramaturgy" (408 and n.25).
7 See Stephenson, "Meta-enunciative Properties," "Excerpts," and "Spatial Ambiguity." 8 For a reflection on the contributions of practice-as-research to early modern drama studies, see Dustagheer, Jones, and Rycroft's introduction to the 2017 special issue of Shakespeare Bulletin on "(Re)constructed Spaces."
